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Remarks/Arguments: 

The disclosure has been objected to. The disclosure has been appropriately amended. 
Withdrawal of the objection is respectfully requested. 

Claim 12 has been objected to. Claim 12 has been appropriately amended. Withdrawal 
of the objection is respectfully requested. 

Claims 12 and 19 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated by 
US 5,265,173 (Griffin). It is respectfully submitted, however, that these claims are patentable 
over the art of record for the reasons set forth below. 

Applicants' invention, as recited by claim 12, includes a feature which is neither 
disclosed nor suggested by the art of record, namely: 

...an image data base for storing a shape identifier and images of objects as 
model images corresponding to the shape identifier, each of the objects having 
a same shape , the shape identifier representing the shape of each of the 
objects... 

Griffin relates to a method of extracting a precise parameter of buildings from down- 
looking terrain images. A data base is disclosed for storing the images. As those images, 
however, are provided from a map, the images do not have the same shape as is recited in 
Applicants' claim 12. Accordingly, Applicants' claim 12 is patentable over Griffin. 

Claim 19, while not identical to claim 12, has been amended with a similar feature as set 
forth above with regard to claim 12. Accordingly, claim 19 is also patentable over Griffin. 

Claims 12-17 and 19 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as being anticipated 
by US 6,819,782 (Imagawa). Imagawa relates to a device for recognizing hand shape and 
position. Similarly to Griffin, Imagawa says nothing about images having the same shape. For 
this reason, Applicants' claims are patentable over Imagawa. 

Applicants' claim 12 includes a further feature neither disclosed nor suggested by 
Imagawa, namely: 

...comparing the input-image segments with the segment-feature data of the 
shape segments to determine whether or not an object having the shape is 
present in the input image... 

In Imagawa, an image is limited to hands. Thus, Imagawa does not need to compare 
objects (hands) to determine whether they are present in an input image. For this additional 
reason, claim 12 is patentable over Imagawa. 

Applicants' claim 14 similarly recites the feature of objects "having a same shape" and 
"to determine whether or not an object having the shape is present in the input image." Again, 
these features are lacking from Imagawa. Accordingly, claim 14 is patentable over Imagawa. 

Claim 19, while not identical to claims 12 and 14, also recite "the same shape" and 
"comparing" features recited above with regard to claims 12 and 14. Accordingly, claim 19 is 
also patentable over Imagawa. 

The remaining claims are dependent claims which depend from allowable independent 

claims. 

Claim 18 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Imagawa. This claim, however, is also patentable by virtue of its dependency on an allowable 
independent claim. 
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In view of the amendments and arguments set forth above, the above identified 




The Commissioner for Patents is hereby I hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited 

authorized to charge payment to Deposit with the United States Postal Service as first class mail, 
Account No. 18-0350 of any fees associated with sufficient postage, in an envelope addressed to: 
with this communication. Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 

22313-1450 on: 
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